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IN TBB SUPREME COORT OP TBB STATE OF OTAB 
CRAIG J. REBCE, 
Plaintiff/Appellant, 
-v-
BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE STATE 
OF OTAB and the UNIVERSITY OF 
OTAB, 
Defend ants/Respondents. 
Case No. 19600 
RESPONSE TO PETITION FOR REBBARING 
Pursuant to Rule 35 of the Utah Rules of Appellate 
Procedure, the respondents, Utah State Board of Regents, the 
University of Utah, and the State of Utah, respond to 
petitioner's petition for rehearing as follows. 
After a review of this case and the briefs on appeal 
before this Court and after reading carefully this Court's 
opinion and the petitioner's petition for rehearing, it is 
believed that the petition for rehearing is a restatement of 
petitioner's arguments which were argued before this Court and 
which were appropriately resolved in the Court's Opinion. Aft 
reviewing the opinion of this Court respondents fail to see wh 
this Court has overlooked or misapprehended the claims of the 
petitioner. 
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For example, in Point I the Petitioner again claims 
that summary judgment should not have been granted in this case 
and he again alleges that he should have had additional 
discovery. The Court did not overlook this argument and on page 
5 of the Slip Opinion the facts are analyzed wherein the Court 
stated that "once an order disposing the case was entered, no 
purpose would be served by defendants responding to outstanding 
requests for discovery.11 
Petitioner argues in Point II that the facts supporting 
this Court's opinion are not supported by the record. This is 
without basis even though there was not a lengthy record at the 
lower court. The material facts were not in dispute and the law, 
as was argued in appellee's brief which was adopted by this 
Court, was depositive of this action. 
The petitioner reargues in Point III that the rent 
increase at student housing denied him due process. Again this 
argument is without merit and was discussed in detail by Justice 
Howe on pages 1 through 3 of the Opinion. 
There were not several important issues that were not 
covered or addressed by the Court. Petitioner has not raised any 
new arguments in this petition that he did not argue in his 
appeal before this Court and therefore, has not met his burden 
nor is it appropriate for a rehearing to be held in this case. 
It would be a time-consuming effort on all parties which is 
unnecessary. 
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Therefore, the respondents ask that the petition for 
rehearing be denied in that it is not proper in this case because 
this Court's opinion addresses all of the issues raised by 
petitioner on his appeal and that the issues were not overlooked 
or misapprehended but were decided properly. 
Dated this 20th day of November, 1987. 
Respectfully Submitted 
DAVID L. WILKINSON 
Attorney General 
D^DGtTAS S T RICHARDS 
Assistant Attorney General 
Attorney for Respondents 
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